SCIENTIFIC AND MEDIA COMMENT 
ON THE EPA*S ETS REPORT 


In January 1993, the Environmental Protection Agency issued its 
final report classifying environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) as a 
"Group A" carcinogen. Experts and commentators found not only a 
lack of credibility in the report itself but also in EPA research 
generally and in what some of them felt the EPA action portends. 

While The Tobacco Institute does not necessarily agree with 
everything in the articles cited, we think they do outline a 
number of the scientific deficiencies in the EPA report. 


"The EPA's recent declaration that ETS is a 'Class A carcinogen' 
was achieved by a guite shameless abandonment of regular 
scientific procedures." 

- National Review . 4/12/93. 


"[The EPA study] simply ignored the inconvenient results and 
emphasized those that are in a memorable term 'helpful'." 

- Professor Alvan Feinstein, Yale University medical 
school. Toxicologic Review . 1993. 


"More important than the smoking issue, however, is the dangerous 
precedent being set. If government scientific findings do not 
adhere to traditional and rigorous scientific methods, then they 
vill represent nothing more than the political leanings of those 
wielding a malleable tool." 

"As a non-smoker who intensely dislikes the smell of other 
people's fumes, and as the father of a newborn daughter, I have 
strong objections to having my family subjected to secondary 
anoke. Yet, ironically, I cannot in good conscience condone 
EPA's crusade." 

- John Shanahan, Phoenix Gazette . 12/7/92. 


"If it (the EPA) cem skew science on ETS and get away with it, 
then what happens when another substsmce is deemed politically 
incorrect?" 

- Richmond Times-Dispatch . 1/11/93. 
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••To establish secondhand cuoke as a killer of 3,000 hypothetical 
Americans, the EPA had to ignore the antithetical findings of a 
study sponsored by the National Cancer Institute. William 
Reilly, head of the EPA, claimed his report was too far along to 
take into accoiint those findings, but had he done so, his report 
would not have been able ti claim secondhand smoke as a 
carcinogen." 

- R. Emmett Tyrrell, Jr., New York Post . 2/5/93. 


••In truth, this report is zuiother ezzunple of the EPA shaping 
scientific findings to support its own preconceived policies." 

- R. Emmett Tyrrell, Jr., The Washington Times . 2/7/93. 


"There's nothing wrong, of course, with government trying to 
promote the general welfare. But using tax dollars to finemce 
questionable government efforts to undermine the interests of 
those engaged in legitimate business does not further this 
constitutional mandate." 

- Jerry Heaster, The Kansas City Star . 1/30/93. 

••If smoking is to be the object of a crusade, make it a good, 
old-fashioned political crusade. Don't pervert the science to 
justify the politics." 

- John Mark, Phoenix Gazette . 1/12/93. * 


"The Environmental Protection Agency today will foster yet 
another hoax on the American people as it begins a campaign of 
public misinformation on the hazards of secondhand smoke." 

- Kingsport Times News . TN, 1/7/93. 


"The designation will substantially increase pressure to curb 
smoking in many, if not most, buildings. That might not be a bad 
goal, except that the methods employed by EPA to achieve it were 
scientifically underhanded." 

"It is to say that EPA has once again undermined what shred of 
confidence may remain about its reliedjility. You may have little 
sympathy with the tobacco companies, but who will be next on the 
EPA hit list?" 

- The Detroit News . 1/14/93. 
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"I did vork for the EFA in the past and thought of them 
reasonably well, but when I saw that report, i was really 
embarrassed, it was a bad doctiment." 

- Alfred P. Wehner, president. Biomedical and 
Environmental Consultants, Inc., Investor's Business 
Daily . 1/28/93. 


••In most cases, a scientist would never do this sort of thing 
(double the probeUsility of a result occurring by chance). It's 
surprising they would try to get away with it.” 

••They're (EPA) using it so they can get an effect. They're going 
all out to get something they can call significant.” 

"To me it's frightening that they could make such a case out of 
such a small risk factor when you've got so many variables.” 

- James Enstrom, professor of epidemiology, UCLA, 
Investor's Business Daily . 1/28/93. 


"You cannot run science with the government changing the rules 
all the time.” 

- Michael Gough, program manager for biological 
applications. Office of Technology Assessment, 
Investor's Business Daily . 1/28/93. 


"EPA science is of uneven quality, and the Agency's policies and 
regulations are frequently perceived as lacking strong scientific 
foundation.” 

"Science should never be adjusted to fit policy." 

- Scientific panel, Safecmardina the Future; Credible 
Science. Credible Decisions . 1992. 


"EPA's finding is a clear example of bad science being used to 
justify politically correct policy. The agency reviewed 11 
American studies of spouses of smokers. In 10 of the studies, 
researchers found no statistically significant increases in 
cancer, and in one they did." 

- Joseph Perkins, The Washington Times . 3/19/93. 


"The EPA's findings provide fodder for those who would sharply 
curtail, or even outlaw, the right of an individual to smoke. 
But such government meddling is unnecessary." 

- Las Vegas Review Journal . 1/13/93. 
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•»Thoss f*- US who are occasionally exposed to the emissions o£ 
smokers may find their proximity annoying or even impolite. But 
it is hardly necessary to empower federal regulators and dispose 
of scientific st 2 mdards in order to address the issue. Common 
sense/ good manners/ 2 md voluntarily created 'smoking areas' are 
infinitely preferzOsle to the keystone commissars at BPA." 

- Matthew Hoffman, analyst. Competitive Enterprise 
Institute, The Washington Times . 7/1/93. 


"If the EPA's emalysis had employed a 95 percent confidence 
interval/ as most of the studies it incorporated did/ it would 
have found no overall statistically significant connection 
between ETS and lung cancer." 

"The EPA's disregard for scientific standards threatens to open 
up homes and offices co costly and intrusive regulations/ and 
creates a precedent that might be used to indict other aspects of 
our living environment." 

- Matthew Hoffman, Colorado Leader . Denver County, 

3/27/93. 


"Let me remind you that the relative risk we are talking about 
here (chlorinated water) is higher than the relative risk for 
environmental tobacco smoke. The difference is that nobody likes 
enviroxunental tobacco smoke. It's kind of easy. It's easy for 
people to say/ 'Oh/ let's get rid of that smoke, it's really 
nasty and horrible/' but in fact, the relative risk we are 
talking about here in the highest exposed group in [Ken Kantor's] 
study was higher than the relative risk/ for the average/ for. 
lung cancer for someone married to a smoker. Think about that." 

- Dr. Devra Lee Davis, National Academy of Sciences, 

11/4/92. 


It's easy to see why some scientists are concerned that the EPA 
report is being used/ unjustly, to pave the way for new 
government regulations. Regulations, in fact, which might not 
only be unnecessaicy, unsound and unwarranted, but also 
unenforceable." 

- Tribune-Review . Greensburg, PA, 3/1/93. 


"Mr. Reilly'S regulatory passion shows constantly, what we have 
at the EPA might be cal led political science -- science you shape 
and bend to fit a social agenda." 

- William Murchison, Dallas Morning News. 12/20/92. 
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"The looseness of the scientific standards of efa's report and 
Its exaggeration of the risks associated with passive smoke raise 
once again questions about what is happening to scientific 
ethics." 


- Citizen News . 3/3/93. 


"Now that the EPA has lowered the standard of risk, not only can 
second-hand smoke be classified as a cancer risk but so can 
ordinary tap water, whose risk factor is twice that of second¬ 
hand smoke." 

- The American Spectator . April 1993. 


"The EFA'S edict on ETS was accompanied by a weighty tome of junk 
science, in which almost every known statistical confidence trick 
is on display." 

"By the scandalously manipulative standards of the ETS case, the 
EFA could move immediately to ban chlorination of drinking water, 
order massively expensive reorgemization of electricity service 
lines (because of the speculative dangers of electro-magnetic 
fields), and outlaw diesel vehicles and heating systems that use 
number 2 home heating oil. In all these cases there are already 
statistical studies that produce risk numbers at least as strong 
as those used to indict ETS." 

- National Review . 7/19/93. 


"Excessive regulation and poor science make terrible government. 
If the suit filed last week prevails [June 22, 1993, suit against 
EFA filed in federal district court by six tobacco organizations] 
we will have reached the pass at which the tobacco industry has 
greater credibility on this health issue than the EFA. That 
would speaUc volumes edaout the state of government 'science' and 
those volumes will be useful to smokers amd nonsmokers alike." 

- The Washington Times . 6/29/93. 


My 1993 
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